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II.— "TITTUS AND VESPACIA" AND "TITUS AND 
ONDRONICUS" IN HENSLOWE'S DIARY. 

The entries in Henslowe's Diary as to " tittus and Ves- 
pacia" and "titus and Ondronicus" seem to me, if they 
be carefully considered, to support Mr. Fuller's conclusions 
in regard to the origin of Shakspere's Titus Andronicus. 
I believe, with him, that we have in the entries which he 
has quoted in his article the two plays he names as the 
sources for Shakspere's play — the original of G in " tittus 
and Vespacia " ; the original of D in the " titus and On- 
dronicus" entered as "ne" Jan. 23, 1593-4, when the 
Sussex men were playing at the Rose. 1 Note that the 
title-page of the first extant quarto (1600) says that the 
play was given by Pembroke's, Derby's, Sussex' and the 
Chamberlain's companies, and that — this is important — the 
order of the last two companies on this title-page is the 
order of their control of the play as shown in Henslowe's 
Diary. 2 May it not be, then, that the assignment is correct 
and that the Pembroke and the Derby company, in the order 
named, used the play before the Sussex and the Chamberlain 
men? I think if we assume, for the moment, that whoever 
put the statement on the title-page was thinking simply of 
a Titus Andronicus play and not of the special play before 
him, it may be shown that the statement was entirely correct, 
and that a Titus Andronicus play passed successively from 
Pembroke's company to Derby's, Sussex', and the Chamber- 
lain's men. The fact that on this first quarto no author was 
named for the play may have helped in the treatment of two 
successive Andronicus plays as one. 

Of the Pembroke men to 1594, when " titus and Ondroni- 
cus " was acted as a new play, we know surely little more 

iDiary, ed. J. P. Collier, p. 33. *Idem, pp. 33, 35, 36. 
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than that they were at Leicester in 1592, 1 were in hard straits 
by September, 1593, 2 and had some of their plays printed 
in 1594-95. 3 They are usually supposed to have originated, 
or to have grown into prominence, not long before 1588—89.* 
It is to be observed that the Vos play is much more bloody 
than G, and more complicated. In the number of incidents 
and the bloodiness of them, it certainly suggests for its original 
a play of the late 80's — the time of the efflorescence of the 
drama of blood. We know that Shakespeare used Pembroke 
plays in his work — The True Tragedy of Rwhard, Duke of 
York, and The Taming of a Shrew. 5 Moreover, when " titus 
and Ondronicus" first appeared in connection with the 
Chamberlain's company, the plays given were novelties from 
the list of the Admiral's men, or plays not marked as new 
yet not from the repertory of the Chamberlain's men when, 
as Lord Strange's men, they had acted at the Rose in 1592. 6 
When we notice that Bellindon, Outlacke, and The Jew 
were given repeatedly by the Admiral's men after the 
Chamberlain's men left them, 7 but that the other four plays 
never reappeared, we must believe that after February, 1593, 
when my Lord Strange's men ceased to play at the Rose, 
and June, 1594, these plays were written for them ; or they 
acquired them from some other company ; or Henslowe had 
obtained them from some company and sold them to the 
Chamberlain's men when they ceased to act with the Admi- 
ral's men. When we remember that from April to late 
December, 1 593, the plague raged in London, 8 forcing the 

1 W. Kelly, Notices of Leicester, under 1592. 

2 J. P. Collier, Memoirs of Atteyn, p. 32. 

3 E. Arber, Stationers' Register : First Pt. of Contention, True Tragedy, Tam- 
ing of a Shrew. 

4 F. G-. Fleay, History of the Stage, p. 87. 
5 See title-page of first editions of these plays [1595, 1594]. 
"Diary, pp. 20-30. 

''Idem, pp. 36 et seq. For evidence as to separation of the companies see 
later part of this article. 

8 F. G. Fleay, History of the Stage, p. 94. 
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company (Lord Strange's) to travel ; l that we do not hear of 
it in London again before June, 1594 ; that, when on the road, 
it was likely to depend on London successes rather than on 
entirely new plays ; that one of the four plays, " Taming of 
a Shrew," is known to have been a Pembroke play ; that 
another, " Hamlet," is suspected to be ; 2 that the title of the 
third, " Hester and Ahasuerus," suggests a type of play popu- 
lar in the 80's rather than the 90's ; and that Mr. Fuller has 
given strong reasons for questioning the Shakespearean author- 
ship of " titus and Ondronicus," we certainly have cause to 
consider seriously whether Mr. Fleay is not right in saying 
that by June, 1594, the Chamberlain's men had gained in 
some way the right to act a group of Pembroke plays. 3 
Evidence to be examined will strengthen the suspicion aroused. 
But how could this play have passed to the Earl of Derby's 
men? A company of that name was acting between 1578 * 
and September, 1593, when the Earl died and Lord Strange 
succeeded to the title. If given by this company, the An- 
dronicus play must have been presented between September, 
1593, and April 16, 1594, when the new Lord Derby died. 
His company shortly after passed under the patronage of 
the Lord Chamberlain. Now, on September 28, 1593, 
Henslowe wrote to Edward Alleyn, who, since the spring, 
had been traveling in the country with the Lord Strange's 
men — the plague in the city had closed the theatres — that 
the Pembroke men, unable "to save their charges," had 
been hanging about the city for some six weeks in hard case, 
" fain to pawn their apparel." 6 Anyone conversant with the 
history of the Elizabethan stage knows that when companies 
were in sore straits their plays found their way into print 
and into the hands of other companies. Who more likely to 

1 Memoirs of Alleyn, chap. m. 

2 Chronicles of the English Drama, I, p. 33. 

3 Idem, p. 134. 

* Records of Nottingham, B. Quaritch, under 1578. 
5 J. P. Collier, Memoirs of E. Alleyn, p. 32. 
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take plays and apparel in pawn than the usurious Henslowe, 
ever ready to grasp a business opportunity ? Whether the 
Pembroke men went completely to pieces or not does not 
affect this argument, though it is to be noted that in the 
present somewhat incomplete investigation of the movements 
of theatrical companies between 1590 and 1600, we have no 
trace of Pembroke's men between 1593 and 1596. It seems 
to me very possible that Henslowe acquired the play and 
then allowed the Earl of Derby's company to give it at some 
time between the 1st of October, 1593, and the 1st of 
January, 1594, 1 for that he owned certain plays himself 
which he let the different companies occupying his theatre 
present will be clear to anyone who studies, for instance, the 
entries in his Diary as to the Jew of Malta. On the 23rd 
of January, 1594, the Sussex men produced "titus and 
ondronicus" with Henslowe's troublesome "ne" against 
it. The entries in the Diary for the Sussex plays 2 look a 
little as if a somewhat limited repertory did not pay very 
well, and so Henslowe brought forth his pidce de resistance 
in all times of theatrical need 3 — the Jew of Malta — and this 
novelty, Titus Andronieus. I do not believe, however, that 
it was anything more than a revamping of the old Pembroke 
and Derby "Andronieus," for anyone who has carefully 
studied the Diary knows that the mysterious "ne" most often 
means nothing more than an old play revised to make it 
pass as a novelty. See, for instance, the entries in regard to 
Henry VI. 4 

The passing of the play to the Lord Chamberlain's men is 
easy to trace. The last entry for it was on June 12, 1594, 
when the Lord Admiral and the Lord Chamberlain's men 
were at the Newington Butts theatre. It is to be noted, as 
Mr. Fleay has pointed out, 5 that after the entry of June 13th 

1 Time must be allowed for the revamping considered ten lines beyond. 
'Diary, p. 33. "Idem, pp. 20-36. 

4 Idem, p. 22 et seq., and Miss Jane Lee, Trans. N. Sh. So., 1876. 

5 History of the Stage, p. 140 ; Diary, p. 36, note 2. 
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Henslowe drew a line, and that after that date the plays 
"Andronicus," "Hamlet," and "The Taming of a Shrew," 
two of these certainly originals of Shakspere plays, disappear 
from the list, though the " Jew of Malta " and other of the 
earlier plays are repeatedly given thereafter. The interpreta- 
tion naturally is that Henslowe's words " beginning at New- 
ington" 1 apply only until the last entry before the line, and 
that after June 13th the two companies separated, the Admiral's 
men going to the Rose or some more popular theatre. The 
immediate and sustained increase after June 13th in receipts 
for plays already given supports this theory. 

A letter of Lord Hunsdon of October 8, 1594, 2 shows us 
that by that date the Chamberlain's men were seeking to act 
at the Cross Keys in Gracious Street, when, by Henslowe's 
Diary, 3 we know that the Lord Admiral's company was act- 
ing in a theatre under Henslowe's management, presumably 
the Rose. The plays which the Admiral's men were giving 
were those carried beyond the line by Henslowe, with the 
addition of some novelties. The total disappearance of the 
Titus Andronicus play would seem to show that it had passed 
out of Henslowe's hands. It should be remarked that proba- 
bly the Chamberlain's men had already used this play as my 
Lord Derby's men. If they had liked it, it would be natural 
for them to buy it. No argument against this can be made from 
the small receipts of the last two performances of " andronicous " 
noted by Henslowe, for until the line was reached not even a 
new play could bring more than 17 sh., but after it was passed 
all the receipts increased decidedly. This argument, based on 
well-known theatrical customs of Elizabeth's day, shows, then, 
that the entries may mean that a Titus Andronicus play came 
into the hands of the Lord Chamberlain's men after it had 
passed successively from Pembroke's men, its original posses- 
sors, to Lord Derby's men and the Earl of Sussex'. 

1 Diary, p. 35. 

4 F. G. Fleay, History of the Stage, p. 134. 3 Diary, p. 43. 
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But how did this play get over to Holland ? In February, 
1591, R. Jones, R. Browne and others are known to have 
arranged a trip to Holland, Zeeland, etc. 1 They and Edward 
Alleyn in 1583 were members of the Earl of Worcester's 
company. 2 In January 1588-89 we find Edward Alleyn 
buying out the share of R. Jones in plays, costumes, and 
belongings of the Worcester company, owned in common by 
Browne, Jones, John Alleyn, and Edward Alleyn. 3 That 
is, then, Browne in 1590 probably still controlled some of 
the Worcester plays. He and his companions were, too, 
men of experience in theatrical matters. In such ventures 
as theirs they would of course equip themselves with all 
the most recent successes, and they could have had little diffi- 
culty in obtaining the right of foreign production for plays 
which they would never have been allowed by the owners to 
give in London itself. In this way the original of D, suc- 
cessively a Pembroke, Derby, Sussex, Chamberlain play, could 
have found its way to Holland. 

Now what of the original of G ? In the first place, the 
short list of characters as compared with S or D, the fact that 
in G some of the figures are known by titles only, and the 
greater simplicity of the plot suggest, unless the play was 
very greatly changed after it came into Germany, an earlier 
date for the original of G than for the original of D. I sus- 
pect that the original of G was a play of the early 80's and 
that it went over to Germany with the group of actors to 
which Pope and Bryan belonged. They were at. the court of 
Saxony in 1586. 4 By 1593, or earlier, both Pope and Bryan 
had become members of Lord Strange's company at the Rose. 5 
This " tittus and Vespacia," the original of G, might have 
been originally a Leicester, Worcester or Queen's play. 

'A. Cohn, Shakespeare in Germany, pp. xxviii-ix. R. Browne and a com- 
pany had been at Leyden in October, 1590, p. xxxi. 

2 W. Kelly, Notices of Leicester, p. 212. 

3 J. P. Collier, Memoirs of Alleyn, p. 198. 

* A. Cohn, Shakespeare in Germany, pp. xxiv-xxv. 

6 J. O. Halliwell-Phillipps, Illustrations of Shakespeare, I, 33. 
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Alleyn's connection with Lord Strange's company in 1593 1 
would have given it a chance to use the Worcester plays to 
which he had rights. It is now pretty generally accepted, I 
believe, that the Leicester men passed under the patent of 
Lord Strange on the death of the Earl of Leicester in 1588. 2 
That plays of at least one of the two Queen's companies were 
used by Lord Strange's men in 1592-93 may be seen from 
pages 20-28 of Henslowe's Diary and from what is known 
of Robert Greene. 

If, then, in June, 1594, the Chamberlain's men acquired 
the right to use the " titus and Ondronicus," they must have 
possessed in it the original of D, and in their old "tittus and 
Vespacia," the original of G. Here, then, are just the con- 
ditions preceding Shakspere's Titus Andronicus at which 
Mr. Fuller has arrived by a study of the internal evidence of 
the last play and the German and the Dutch Titus plays. 
The corroboration that the external and the internal evidence 
give each other is at least striking. 

But why is it necessary, it may be asked, to refuse to believe 
that the so-called new " titus and Ondronicus," given by the 
Sussex men January 23, 1594, was not Shakspere's play as 
we have it to-day? In the first place, we have no evidence 
of any connection before 1600 between Shakspere and other 
companies than the Lord Strange's and the Chamberlain's 
men, and they are practically the same company. Secondly, 
if we try to assume that Henslowe may have called in Shak- 
spere to rewrite this play for him, we must remember that 
Shakspere was not merely a writer but also an actor, and that 
his company, Lord Strange's, was in the provinces during the 
plague which closed the theatres from April 28, 1593, to the 
end of December, and that it is not heard of in London until 
June 3, 1594. 3 The strong probability is that he was with his 

1 J. O. Halliwell-Phillipps, Illustrations of Shakespeare, — as to Alleyn's 
presence in the company at this date. 

S S. Lee, Shakespeare, p. 35. 

3 F. G. Fleay, History of the Stage, p. 94; J. P. Collier, Memoirs of Alleyn, 
pp. 2o-33. 
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company at this time. Thirdly, Henslowe had been producing 
a set of plays totally different from those of Lord Strange' s 
company or of any of the companies which immediately 
thereafter were in his theatre. Evidently it was the regular 
repertory of the Sussex men. So shrewd a man as he would 
not tempt the public first, when the regular repertory began 
to lose its attraction, by producing entirely new plays. He 
would, as Henslowe did, fall back on an old favorite from 
his own list of plays, the "Jew of Malta," 1 or on revamping 
old plays, such as I hold this " titus and Ondronicus " to be. 
Moreover, that this last named play is not a making over of 
" tittus and Vespacia " seems clear to me for two reasons : 
first, the "and" in the title, and secondly, the abbreviation 
of the play in later entries to " Andronicus" instead of 
"Titus." 2 A man who had known and helped to produce a 
"tittus and Vespacia" might easily be led, if as illiterate as 
Henslowe, into accepting " titus and Ondronicus" as a fitting 
title to distinguish it from "tittus and Vespacia," but surely 
if the " tittus and Vespacia " had merely been made over into 
a "Titus Andronicus" he would not have made any such dis- 
tinction. If it be said that the " and " is a mere slip, and that 
" tittus and Vespacia " had become a part of " titus and 
Ondronicus," why does Henslowe, who wrote with difficulty 
and abbreviated his titles after a first entry with the greatest 
care, choose the long and difficult name to write, "Androni- 
cus," for the short name to which he was well accustomed, 
"Titus"? It seems to me this shows that he meant to 
keep clear iu his Diary the accounts for two plays with titles 
so similar that they were likely to cause confusion. 

Moreover, I think the remaining external evidence supports 
the theory that " titus and Ondronicus " is a play distinct from 
Shakespeare's. There was entered to J. Danter, February 6, 
1593-94, "A Noble Roman Historye of Tytus Andronicus," 
and, immediately below, "the ballad thereof." 8 Now there 

1 Diary, p. 33. 'Idem, pp. 35, 3ti. 

3 Arber, Stationers' Register, ir, 644. 
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is no way of showing whether the first entry is for a play or a 
history, or that it stands for " titus and Ondronicus," properly 
shortened. Secondly, the only existing ballad on Titus An- 
dronicus, given in Percy's Reliques, is not dated, and there is 
no proof that it and the ballad entered are one and the same. 
A successful revamping of the story by Shakespeare after 
June, 1594, would probably have called forth a new edition of 
the ballad closely following the details of his play. Thirdly, 
Langbaine's statement that there was a 1594 edition of Titus 
Andronious ' counts for little, for no copy is extant, or else- 
where recorded ; and his assertion that the title-page stated 
that the play had been given by the companies of the Earls 
of Derby, Pembroke, and Essex sounds like a faulty remem- 
brance of the title-page of the 1600 edition, for the order is 
wrong, one company is omitted, and Sussex must be meant 
by Essex, for no Essex company can be traced after 1587. 
If, too, it be held that a passage in A Knack to Know a Knave, 
entered and printed in 1594, must refer to Shakespeare's play, 
we get into a curious tangle. The passage reads : — 

Osrick ; My gracious lord, as welcome shall you be, 
To me, my daughter, and my son-in-law, 
As Titus was unto the Roman senators, 
When he had made a conquest on the Goths; 
That in requital of his service done, 
Did offer him the imperial diadem. 
As they, in Titus, we in your grace, shall find 
The perfect figure of a princely mind. 8 

Naturally, this play should refer to "tittus and Vespacia," 
for it was produced side by side with it, 3 was not given after 
January 13, 1593, and was entered for printing January 7, 
1594. 4 " Titus and Ondronicus " — which for the moment we 
shall treat as Shakespeare's — was produced as new January 

^English Dramatic Poets, p. 464, ed. 1691. He does not say that he saw 
the edition. 

2 Hazlitt's Dodsiey, VI, 572. 

"Diary, pp. 28-30. *Arber, Stationers' Register, n, 643. 
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23, 1594. On the other hand, more is made in D and S than 
in G of presenting the control of the state to Titus, and only 
in D and S does Titus conquer Goths. 1 In G he overcomes 
the Ethiopians. Either, then, the passage refers to an original 
of G in which the Ethiopians were Goths, or it refers to an 
earlier form of " titus and Ondronicus." Finally, when, on 
April 19, 1602, Thomas Millington assigned his rights to 
certain books to T. Pavier, " Titus and Andronic" was among 
them. On August 4, 1626, Pavier's widow assigned rights to 
E. Brewster and R. Birde. Again " Titus and Andronicus " 
appears. On November 8, 1630, Birde assigned his rights to 
" Titus and Andronicus," among other books, to R. Cotes. 2 
In 1600 and 1611 Edward White printed the first and the 
second extant editions of Shakespeare's Titus Andronicus. 
Mr. Arthur Symons, in his introduction to the Praetorius 
reprint of Titus Andronicus, says : " It is difficult to ac- 
count for the fact that a book which in 1602 was the property 
of Thomas Millington should in 1600 have been printed for 
Edward White, and that, after the transference of the copy- 
right from Millington to Pavier, a second edition of the same 
book should have been printed in 1611 for the same Edward 
White. No edition with Millington's name on the title has 
yet been found." 3 But does not all this clear up in the light 
of the -theory already advanced? E. White held the rights 
to Shakespeare's play; Millington, who had printed "The 
True Tragedy," a Pembroke play which came to him in 1594, 
owned this other Pembroke play, and in his 1602 assignment 
to Pavier called it, as it was called in Henslowe's Diary, 
" Titus and Andronicus." Note that this arid appears in all 
the successive assignments. It is worth remarking, too, that 
in the 1626 assignment of Pavier's books he gives over all his 
rights to Shakespeare's plays as a set, 4 but that " books " on 
"Titus and Andronicus," "Hamlet," and "Henry V" are 

1 See Mr. Fuller's parallel summaries. 

8 Stationers' Register, in, 204; IV, 164; IV, 242. 

3 Page v. * Stationers' Register, iv, 164. 
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mentioned separately. We know there was a non-Shakes- 
pearean play on Hamlet ; we know, too, that Millington, who 
assigned to Pavier, published a garbled " Henry V " ; l we sus- 
pect that he owned the non-Shakespearean " Titus Andronicus." 
The external evidence, then, both of the Diary and of the 
Stationers? Register seems to support Mr. Fuller's theory. 

I agree heartily, then, with Mr. Fuller that two plays, 
"Titus and Vespacia," the original of G, and "Titus An- 
dronicus," the original of D, in the hands of the Lord 
Chamberlain's company by perhaps late June, 1594, were 
made over by Shakspere at some time after June 15th, 1594, 
and before September 7th, 1598, 2 into the play which stands 
under his name. In closing, it is well worth noting that 
to accept the interpretation here advanced, that is, to put 
the original of G before 1586, the original of D between 
1588 and 1590, a revamped Titus and Vespacia in April, 
1591-92, a revamped Titus Andronicus in January, 1594, 
and Sliakspere's final working over of the two plays after 
June 15, 1594, is to corroborate the words of Ben Jonson 
in Bartholomew Fair: "He that will swear Jeronimo or 
Andronicus are the best plays yet, shall pass unaccepted at 
here [in Oct., 1614] as a man whose judgment shows it is 
constant and hath stood still these five and twenty or thirty 
years." Even as far back as 1585 the story of Titus had 
been staged. 

George P. Baker. 



1 P. Daniel, N. Sh. So., Hen. V., p. x. 

2 When the Palladia Tamia of Meres was entered in the •Stationers' Register. 



